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Emergent Leadership Processes as a

T

»
Function of Task Structure snu Machiaveil ianism
Jamas ¥, Giemsan, F. James Seaman, and £dvin P, Hollander

State University of New York at Butfalo

Historicaliy, leadership has been viewed either as a functlon of
the perscnal ity and character traits of tha Individual or of situationai

factors. Newer concaptions, especially those regarding "emergent leadar-

ot

ship! chonomens, consider leadership @ product cf the interaction between
personal ity and the demands of situvational constraints (Fiedlar, [967;
Hol lander, 1974y, teaders sre seen to be part of the situstion, as

“def iners of reality" for the greup, who structure and organize the

group's mctivities. FProponents of this position, such as Hoillaznder and

dutlan (1968), point out that neither the trait nor situational emphacas
cione have proved to be adequate to understending leadership processes.

indead, ihoy argue that an interactiona! approach, takling account of

e et

i teader and situationa! characterlistics, is vitaliy needed.

A traditionzi probiem with the concept of emergent leadership is

dotinlng and measuring its occurrence, particularly regarding who is the
teadar, CSavaral differsnt measures have besn used, Among the most prom-

fnent of these are: (1) manifest Infivence over group decisions; (2)

ascendency and task directlvensss; (3) quantity of verbal cutput in

<

C—

dlscussion with other group members; (4) sociometric choice of +he
person named most as “leader" by others in the group; and. (5) control

over key resourcas in *he aroup, including channels ¢f communication and

information., No one mcasura, on any 8 priori grounds, has gained consen~

! sus as the best or mest eppropriate indlcator of who is the leader in

*we are extramely greteful to Carolyn Hansen and janet Near for
sarving a5 the expert cbservers of the groups' Interactions.




emergent cituations.

Furthermore, several rejazted measures have been found to be highiy

correteted indices of effectiva leadership. Among thaose are: percep-

tions of the leader as high!y competent in contributing to the group's

acnisvenant of Its goals; the lexzder's Interest and motivation to see tfo

it that the task [s done well; and the enjoyment leaders and {oliowers

take in participation in the group's activities.

in studying @mergent ieedership in task-oriented groups, two ciasses

-i} of depandent measure have been used, Thaese are behaviorai ohsarvations,

end questionnairs ratinos and scales, usually secured affer the comple-

tlon of 8 tesk phase. Roth of these dependent mzasures are used to

fdant ify leaders in the study vo be reported hcre,

Statement of the Frobiem

Fimary objective of this study is to gather data on omergent

ir which both a situstional fector, fask

toadarship under condition:

structure, end @ personality characteristic, Mechlevellianism, are varied.

The design is theretore 3 7 x 3, with & task situation that is cither

Hioh or Low in structure, and with group members who are High, Madium,

or Loe on Machiave! ! lanism,

| Machiavei! lanism was selected &as @ personal ity variable for study

detachment in

tasause it has hean found to be associated with “"emotionas!

internarsonal relations, a Yendency To expleit situations snd others for

seif-gain, and & tendsncy to take over control in small groups' (Geis,

! 1958y, As en interpsrsonal <iyvle, Machiave!!ianism has shown some

success in the prediction of sociat behavior. Those scoring High on

tho Machisveiltanizm ("Mach™) Scale daveloped by Christie and Geis
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(1970), characterized as High Machs, ftend to initiate and contro!
structure in a situation when taking Initiative is a viabie position.
Relatedly, Sorrentino (1973) found that an "interactionist” concapt also
fit rather wall when the characteristic of achlevement motivation was
studied in emargent ieadership situations.

There appears to be 3 ltarge amount of similarity betwaen the behav-
iors exhibited by High Machs and emergent task-leaders. The most striking
is thelr shility to take charge, crganize, structure situations, and
def ine them for others, sespecially under ambiguous conditions. Regarding
emeroent [aadership in group discussions, a consistent finding is thet the
feader talks more fo other members, and they to tnhe (eader, than to each
other (e.g., Rlecken, 1958), in this respect, High Machs have been shown
to act in a way analcgous o emergent leaders in discussion groups where
communfcations are relevant to a group task. Furthermore, there is
usuaily a common element in isadership and the bargaining game situations
which era used in meny Machisavellianism studies, namely, the function of
initiating and cﬁn+ro!¢iné structure for the interaction of the group
(see Christie 4 Geis, 1970),

filustrative of work relating Machiavellienism to leadership is an

exparimant by Geis (1958) who gave the Mach IV and V scalss to two
classes totailing two hundred and seventy-six students. They were then
assignaed to 69 mixed or singia=-sex four-person groups, as follows: Z0
groups were compesed entiroly of {ow Machs; 20 entireiy of High Machs;
the remaining 29 groups had two High Machs and twc Low Machs. Slightly
over a guarter of the groups of each type were all-meie groups; a
quarter were alli-femmle, and the rest were mixed-sex groups of two

maies and two fomalas,
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Students were assigned to groups by the instructor in the Geis
(1968) aexperiment, and the four members were unacquainted at their
first mesting., They knaw that they would work together as a group all
semester and that the single product of their group project would count
ong-rourth toward their individual final course grade. They ware first
*old to get acqueinted and vegin thinking about their laboratory project.
Then each group was instructed to '"choose a group leader” without being
fold what procedures to vse,

Tha npumper of groups whose |eaders were highest Mach, senond highest,
sacond lowast, and lowest were respectively: 30 (42%), 12 (i8%), i
(16%), and 16 (23%), (}2 = 8,18, p < .05). This patfern vas particularly
sroncunced In the groups of all High Machs, and in fthe mixed-sex groups.
Furthormore, these effects persisted. Students were asked at ihe end of
the semsster to name tha current ieaders in their groups. Though a few
ehanans of name had taken place in the leadership ranks, the substantive
results were the sams, using elither the initiai or the final ieadars.
Groun effectivennss was assessed by comparing the group's ialoratory
praject grade agalnst the meen coursa grade of the four members,

The arceps with High Mech leaders received project grades averaging
4.50 points higher than fthe everage exam grades of their membors. In
contrast, *the groups of Low and mixad Machs in whizch the highest Mach mem-
ber was not leader recelved groject grades aversging 5.47 points lower
than their average exan grade, This difference was statistically signif-
leant (t = 2,14, p < ,025), The two sets of groups did rot diffoer in
exam gradas to any aporecizble extent. Gels (1968) concluded ithat the
High Mach's ability Yo Igrore task~irrelevant distractions and mobliize

kis or her rescurces to achieve task goals in the [aboratory &!so makes
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a gifference in achleving group goals in the "semi-rea!" worid of
the classroom,
Hypottiesas

As app!ied to smergeat leadership, our specific hypotheses, derived
from previous conceptual and empirical work on Machiavellianism, wers
se follows: (a) Subjscts high on Machiavellianism (High Mach) will
exh ibit more leadership related pehaviors, such as tafkativeness and
directivaness, and be perceived to be leaders more than Low Machs, when
there Is a Ytask of Low Structure; (b) Low Mach sub jects, on the other
hand, wili exhibit more leadershlip and refated behavicrs, as wei! 35 be
parceivaed to Lo leacars more than High Machs when there is a task of
High Structure, Accordingly, we expect an interaction to be found between
Machiavel { ianism {evel and situationail structure, for both behaviorel and
post-interaction rating measures.

Mathod

subjects

Two hundred fourteen male introductory psycholeogy students at SUNY
at Bufteio, complated the Mach Vv scale (Christie & Geis, {970). Their
scores wers tabulated using the newer triadic cnoice mode! (Rogers & Semin,
137%) which eliminates some b'ases of the original scoring method., On
the vasis of These scoeres, subjects were designated as High (above 106),
mid teva! (85~100), and [ow (below 79) Machs, The breaks for High and
Low Muche ware at plus and minus one standard deviation (13.5 woints)
respectivaly, from the mean score of 92.5.

Potential subjects were chosen randomly from within each Mach ievel
category, They were contrciad by telephone to ask if they would partici-

rate In & study of “group productivity" as part of their experiment-~
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participation requiremants for their psycholegy course., Groups of four

e

EZ mamhers each, composed of one High, two Medium, and cne [ow Mach, wore
random!y assigned o either & High or Low Structure condition. Subjects
ware not aware that their being contacted was In any way releted fo the

tasts which they had +aken ftwo months earlier,

Procedure
Subjects assembied outsidge the experimental room and were ied incide
enc gliven identification tags by experimenter |, Experimenter 7, who

was biind to subjocts’ Meon fevals, and two expert observars who were

biind both to nypotheses and condlitions, opbserved through a wel!-concesled
cne-way mirror. The expert observers were part of a group process obser-

vation training proarsn,

tac s

Experimonter | exnlained to the groups that he was an sssistant and
thet he would ge to gel experimentar 2 who was conducting the éxperiment.

After the first leth, tha sacond experimenter entered end adminicztered

e e A

i the appropriate trestment.

i Grouns in both High and Low Structure conditions wers fold the

foliowing:

You have been asked to come here today to participate in 2
study of group broductivity, in s fow minutes you will te
tuitding eevarnl modeis with the materials on this teble.
/ You will have 1O minutes 1o complete the task, The modeis
{ vou ara 1o buiid »re pictured on this card. They are an
1 airpians, 2 bridga, and 8 ferry steamer. You will notice
@ plase is worth 5 points, the bridge worth

AT ST R T

¢ that building 1

e

10 soints, and the steamer worth {4 points. Point values
reflact how diffizuit each of the models Js to buiid. Hence,
tha 2lrplisne s tha least difficult to build, and the stecmer
the most difticuit. You must bulld the mcdels exactiy as
pictured in order fo receive the full point vatues. Your
task will be to accumulate 85 many points &s you can in the
allottad ¥ime of 10 minutes.

- ——
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in Tthe structured condition, groups were further told:
Rufore actually building the models, you will have vu io 10
minutes to meke severa! importsnt dacisions about how to
arganiza and to procesd., You are only to work cn one modal!
ev 8 vimd. Tharefore, you must decide in what crder the models
2re +o be built. Remsuwher that the aitotted time may nol be
sufficiont to buiild ail of the models and that they vary in
point vajue,
Because you witl al! be working on different paris of the sans
mooel, it witl be very mugh to your advantsge to chonss a
coordinator to sssuvra that there wili be no duplication of
etfory, FPilesse record your decisions on the paper providad.
Groups In the unstructured condition were toid only:

Before actuaily building tne mooels, you wili have up 0 10
minutes to decide how vou wiil proceed In the construction.

in both conditions the modals to be built were tc be made from
threa “Supertransit" Tinkertoy sets. Dlagrams for ths modeis--the
airpiane, bridge, and ferry stsamer-~came from the "Tinkertoy instruc~
+ions and {dea Bock" which is provided with tThe sets.

After detl ivaring the instructions, experimenter Z set a !0 minute
timer and returned to tho cbhservation rcom. Thera he used four stop
watenhes to time how long each of Tha four group members maintained pos-
session of the single pian shoet, The two observers indepandently coded
the interaction among group mombers., All verbaiizations were classed
or accepting in @ method derived firom Bales' (19507 tfater-
action Process Apalysis (IPA). YAccepting” behaviors were those thav
the Batas syetem would clagsify as: agresing, asking for information,

opinions, or suggestions. "Ascendant'" behaviors were those that (FA

vieuld code in the netegories: gives suggestions, opinions, or informa-
tlon, inter-rater reilzhility betwesn the expert ovservers for these two
coteooriss derived from the iPA was .94, computed as a Pearson product-

moement correlation,
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41 the conclusion of 1D minutes, tho alarm sounded and experirmanter
2 returned and answered any guestions by paraphrasing the iastruciicns,
He ?hen'q&ve the oroup the construcrion materlals, set the timer for i5
minutes and returned to the obzervation room where the same typses of
data ware reacorded as before,

At the end of 15 minutes, +the alarm rang zgain and experimenter |
entored Tthe room. He® surcunceéd fhat the construction paricd was over
and !ed tha group to ancther room where thay completed post-interaction
qusetionnaires and were debriefed. Experimenter | was blind 4o the
structure condition and was ionorant of the interaciion which had here~
totfore taken pleace among the group members.

Resulte and Discusslion
tach leadsrship-reiated meesure, both behaviora! and paper-and-

ancit, was analyred using & Z x 3 analysis of veriznce. One exception

b o)

wae The gquestionnaire ltoem which asked: "Other than yourself, which
renber of the group would you be most willing to have ss the leader in
& similar group in the fufﬁre?“ 1t wos anslyzed by chi-scuere, and the
results were revee! ing, though not consistent with the hypothesis.
Tabie | shows that Medium Machs were chosen mere as future {(eaders than
aither the High or Low Mache, in both the High &nd Low Structure condi-
tions (X2 = 8.94; df = 2; » < .0Z), when chi-squares ware done un tih2

e

Inagr b Tabhle | about here

High Structure ana Low S*ructure condlitlons separately, a statistically

significant effeci was found for the tow Structure condition (Kl = 6,68;




'y

ik R o B SRR S s TR RS A 2 M - Ay S A I 5 i S b A m A KA 5B P B AE ML D st i s B 02 A o BRI Y Ao R i B S e e S B

i i &

——
wy

¢t = 1, p < .01), but not for the High Structure condition {X? e B
df = {, n,s.). However, the trend toward choosling Medium prchs cleariy

3 oceyrred in both of the Strycture conditions,

On only one measure did the expected interaction occur batween High
,5 tiachs and Low Struciuvre condltions, This effsct was found on the quas~

tionnalre item asking: "How weii do you imagine yous group did relative

| | to other groups at the sams taski" Tzble 2 shows the means which yielded

- a Mach x Structure interzctiion ln the expected direction and significent

3 {(F = 3.64; df = 2/58)

f at the .05 fevel, Of the resulis for each of the cther messures found

. to be statistizaily significant, only 2 maln effect for Structure was
obtained. Thera was no main effect for Mech level found.

insert Toble 2 ebout here

{ white the results shown in Table Z support the interaction hypothe-

!
: sizad, ths other significent findings show the effect of Low Structure in
A 1
: | encouraging emergent lfeadership. By contrast, satisfacticn was associated
- positively widh High Structure., The first quesiion on the post-~interaction
uestlonnzire askad; "Wow sotisfied were you with the performance of g
K vour group?” The results of an analysls of variance yieided a maln
- _ h . . F = 5,53 df = | /58 :
E | effect for Structure (¢ < ,05) with subjects !n the High Structure condi-
Tion being more satizfied with their group's performance than those in
the Low Structure condition, as seen in Teble 3,
| : ;
| insert Tatle 3 about here
'
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The two major benaviora! measures ftaken in the study were: (1)
the Time of pessession of the plan sheet (control of a kev rescurca:’,
racorded by experimeater 2; and (2) “sccepting" and "ascendent®
behavicers, recorded by the expert cobservers. Analysis of verionce of
the Total "time of possession™ mpasure, for the task and discussion
periods together, produced a main effect for Structure (p < ,02; F =
6.62; 4f = 1/58), with subjacts holding the plen sheet icngar in the
Ltow Structura condition tnan the High Structure condition, Means for

this analysis ars shown in Tabjie 4,

¥ ool

Totai tims of possession scores were subjected to {og ftransiormation
to rormal ize variance, and the same resuits were focund. Saparate analyses

,

were conductad for task and discussion periods, and a min affect for

3

Structure (p < ,001; F = [6,82; df = |/58) was found for the task
paricd. (n that pericd, suhjacts In the Low Structure condition held
the plan sheet for longer (x = 22.1 minutes) than did those in the High

iwfure condition (x # 4.6 minutest. No significant effects ware

ey

L e as

found in the anaiysis ¢f the discussion perlod, The cerrelation of time 3

of poassession batween the discussion and task periods was .43

o~

p <,001),

inserty Tebie 5 sbout here |
Analysis of Vascandent' stotemants showed no significant effects for i

Saliay

sithar the Mach cr tha Structure variables. However, when "accepting" state~

mants ware analyied, a moin effect for Structure (p < ,05; F=4,47; df =|/58)

e R T e e
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wus obtsined, As Table 5 shows,more accepting statements were made
under the High Structure condition than the Low Structure condition.

imt

srastingly, the grestest mean for accepting statements (

tound for High Machs in the High Structure condition, and the smaliest

masn (x = %.4; for the Low Machs in the Low Structure condition. Aiso

notewcrthy is the fach 4hat the total numbers of accepting and ascendent

stataments were positively end significantly correlated (r = ,50; p < ,001),
sis of "ali verbalizations! produced nc signifi~-

between subjects' enjoyment of participating

2ived group performance relative to other groups,

i

23: p < ,C The correjation batween
group's perfornmance, and their percep-
reiative to other groups, was ais
< ,001). But the correiation between

with thelr group's performance and their enjoymant

group was not significant (r = .12},

ascociated with leadership were significantly
wore subjects' ratings of their sati
rmanca and their totel time

Correiation

that for satisfaction ratings with
zignificant (r = ,[3),
usstionnaire, each member of the group was
othor mowbers on his tesk competence, Influence,

interest in the activity, and sticking to agreed group procedures, For
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he quesTion rating “...s8ch of the mambers on how intéresicd ne scamed
to by in the group sctivity," there was a main affect for Structure (p <
LO05; F o= 4,233 of = | /57) on retings of the High Mach. Here the mean
rating under the High Struciure condlfion (x = 3.90) was grester Than
that for the Low Structure condition (x = 2.45). A five=-point scele «as
used, witn | equaling not very interesied, and 2 equaling verv Interested,
For The same question-ratings of the Low Mach, there was & significant
main effect for Structure (p < [005; F = {1.42; df = 1/57) In the same

dirgction, Mean ratings in the High Structure condition (x = A,03) vere

wne
s

greater than those in the lLow Structure condition (x = 3.1

Y
’

o

The question cailing for ratings ".,.of each of the members on his
sticking to the agreed upon group procedures" was also rated on the same
Five=point scatle, with | aquallng very much and 5 squaiing very little,
Hers a main frend was found for S%ructure (p < ,06: F =5, 72; df = | /5]
on ratings of the High Machs. for sticking to augreed upcn procedures,
ravings were higher under the Hioh Structure (x = 1.23) +han [ow Structurs

condition (x = }.58),

The results substaptially do not confirm the major prediction of an
intgrection between Machliavellianlsm and task structure. Tners was oniy
one majocr effoct for the personallty variable: the notable finding that
Madium Machs worae preferrad as |eaders to those et either axtreme, in
ovoth the KHigh Structure and Low Structure conditicons,

Maeniavetlianisn did nake s differonce in lemdar choice. There was
at least the suggestion of e preference for tho mcuerate person, in this
2spset of leadar personclity. The ebsence of an Intersction etfact with

Structure on anv of the behaviora! measures suggests of course thet other

contingencies wera also involved,
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Parhaps the most important finding regarding these cortingencics in
emergent laadership is the main effect for Structure. The Low Structure
situation evidently provided more maneuverability for emargent leadorchis
as shown dramaticaiiy in tha measure of "time of possession” of the plan
shoet, Un the othar hand. as might wel! be expected, the Low Structure
situation provided less setisfaction for group members in ganeral.

Thers are also other findings regarding Structure, from the post-
interaction guastionraire and behavioral obsarvaticn, which clearly
indicate its importence in setfting the climate of ieadership. Not least,
in this regard, is the significently greater number of "accapting" respon-
ses to others in the group found under the High Structure condition,
compared with the Low Siructure one.

in sum, this experimant dces reveal soms of the major effccts of
structura!l factors on emergent leadership. The importance of personal ity,
especiaily in interaction with these situational conditions, may have been
vaskad by fhe powerfui effects of Structure. Therefore it may be premature
te conciude that personality varisbles, such as Machiavei!lianism, have
only HimiTed consagquencos for emergent ieadership. !ndeed, in the
soclometric leadsrship ratings, there 1s stiil some suggestion of

support for the interactional position.
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3 Machiavel lianism Lavel of Members Chosen
. To be Future | eaders
i? High Med fum LOwW At}
High 7(8) 20 (16) 5 (8) 32
Task 4
Low 6 (B 23 (16) 3 (8) A2
Structure : :
Total b3 (16) 43 (32) 8 (16) 64
|
{
?
! Tebls |1 Frequency distribution shewing Machiaveliianism
{
i Level of subjects chosen by others as futura
‘ ; leaders for the fwo conditions of Task Structure,
i separstely and together, Expected frequencies sre
; aiven in parentheses.
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Machiavel !l ianism Leve!l of Respondents
High Med ium Low ALY

2.12 (8 2.44 (16) 2.38 (8) 2,38 (32)
Task

3.13 (8) 2.19 (16) 2.38 (8) 247 (32)
S5tructure

2.63 (16)  2.31 (32)  2.38 (16)

Tabla 2: Mean response by respondents at three Mach Levels,

and In two task structure condlitions, to the gqusstioun
of how wait! the group did reiative to other groups.

The scaie runs from | fo 6, with | being the high end,
The numbers in parentheses are the Ns upon which each

maan (s tased.
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Machiavel | ianism Level of Respondents
| High Medium Low All
- High 2.13 (8) 1.63 (16)  1.75 (8) .78 (32)
Task
Low 3.25 (8) 2.31 (16) 2,75 (8) 2.66 (32)
Structure
Al 2.69 (16) 1.97 (32) 2.25 (16)
E | }
- Table 3: Mean response by respondents 2t three Mach levels,
e
; ‘ end in two task structure conditions, to the question
2 ;
E | of how sotisfied they were with their group's perform=-
} ance., The scale runs from | fo 7 with | being the high
t
end, The numbers in parentheses are the Ns upon which
g each mean is bascd. 4
E |
E
|
| |
' 1
2] |
| 22)
|
| &
i




Mach favel f fanism Level of Respondents
Hich Med ium Low At

11.5 (8) 9.1 (16) 18.8 (8) (2.2 ¢32)
Task

62.0 (8) 38.3 (16) 19.6 (&) 39.5 (32)

Structure
36.8 (16) 23.7 (325 19.3 (16)

Mean tirs ot possession of pian sheet, in minures,

for discussion and task period together, by subjscts
at three Mach Levels, and in two task structure condi-
tlons, The nuwhbers in parontheses are the s Joon

which each mean is based,
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2
A Mach iavelllanism Level of Group Members
High Med fum Low ALl
High 12.2 (8) 9.2 (16) 2.5 (8) 10.0 (32)
Task ; 5
Low 4.4 (8) 5.8 (16) 3.4 (8) 4.8 (32)
Structure
; ‘ Alt 8.3 (16} 75 (52) 6.4 (16)
|
z Table 5: Mean number of "accepting" statements and actions for
| group members at three Mach leve!s, and in two task
i structure conditions. The numbers in parentheses
L ! are the Ns upon which each mean is based,
|
‘
|

-

i
|
1
|
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